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Commanding Officer

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Washington
1314 Harwood Street S.E.

Washington Navy Yard, D.C. 20374

Attention: Mr. Joseph Ralil, P.E. (OBP1E)

Reference: CLEAN Contract No. N62467-04-D-0055
Contract Task Order No. 0423

Subject: Final-Site Inspection Report for Munitions Response Program Site Inspections at
Ten Munitions Response Ranges, Naval Support Facility, Indian Head, Stump
Neck Annex, Indian Head, Maryland

Dear Mr. Rail:

Enclosed are two (2) copies of the subject repoit. The Response to Navy and Regulatory Agency
comments on the draft final version are also attached.

If you have any questions regarding this document or need additional copies, please contact me
at 412-921-8808 or email: Ralph.Basinski@1etratech.com or Ellen Berklite at 412-921-8724 or
email: Ellen.Berklite @tetratech.com.

‘Sincerely,
Ralph R. Basinski
Project Manager

RRB/mlg
Enclosures

cc: Mr. Curlis Detore, Federal/NPL Superfund (letter/attachment/enclosure)
Mr. Dennis Orenshaw, U.S. EPA (letter/attachment/enclosure)
Mr. Nicholas Carros, NSF Indian Head (letter/attachment/enclosure)
Ms. Bonnie Capito, NAVFAC Allantic (letter via e-mail attachment)
Mr. Nathan DelLong, NAVFAC Washington (letter/attachment/enclosure)
. Mr. John Trepanowski, P.E., Tetra Tech, Inc. (letter)
Mr. Scott Nesbit, Tetra Tech, Inc. (letter)
Ms. Ellen Berklite, Tetra Tech, Inc. (letter/attachment/enclosure)
Project File — CTO 0423 {letter/attachment/enclosure)

Tetra Tech NUS, Inc.

661 Andersen Drive, Pittsburgh, PA 15220-2745
Tel 41292) 7090 Fax 412.921.4040 wwwitnus.com
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Next to last bullet

Didn’t the background
study of the base
include groundwater?

The background study
did not include
groundwater.
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Yes, this comment has
been addressed.
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